Concerning Cosmological 
Arguments For Monotheism 


The following debate occurred on Twitter between 
The Author of Templist Canon and “Anjelus” on 
February 2, 2023. Anjelus’ original statement is in 
response to the following passage from Templist 
Canon, post The Gods: 


“Philosophical arguments for god can plausibly, 
though not necessarily, prove the existence of a 
deity in general. Philosophical arguments for god 
cannot, however, even plausibly prove any 
particular deity. The only proof that a Christian can 
have for the existence of the Christian god, and the 
only proof that a Muslim can have for the existence 
of the Muslim god, and so on, is the observed 
appearance of that god or a trusted recording of 
such an observed appearance. If this is the 
standard of evidence, then polytheism must be 
true. Many gods have been observed to appear, not 
just one.” 


This debate is here recorded by The Author 
because it is pertinent to Templist philosophy and to 
“Authorian thought” more broadly. The Author does 
not, for the record, assert that any cosmological 
argument is true. He chose to argue “if a 
cosmological argument were true”. Anjelus, for the 
record, is not an enemy of Templism for engaging 
in such debate, and is in fact a great benefactor of 
Templism (see PDF and Miscellanea in Templist 
Canon). He is a member of the Empire as a result 
of his traditionalist and Polemarchian leanings. He 
does not have any involvement in or association 
with Templism as of this debate, nor does he 
appear to particularly approve of Templism. 
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anj @euluous - 4h 

Replying to @ Templism_ 

The cosmological argument for God's existence | think would logically 
deny hard polytheism. 
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The Author of Templist Canon @_Templism_- 3h 

Replying to @euluous 

The cosmological argument does not prove the existence of a deity alike 
to that of any religion. It proves one aspect of an Abrahamic deity, a 
universe creator. The rest is just a leap. 
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The Author of Templist Canon @ _Templism_- 3h 

Replying to @ Templism_and @euluous 

It would not preclude polytheism as the gods could be one of the things 
created, e.g a demiurge type scenario. And it further does not follow that 
the creator of the universe is therefore good. 
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anj @euluous - 3h 

Replying to @_Templism_ 

I'm using God to mean a necessary being which created the universe, not 
a created being (or little G God). The argument only allows one God in that 
sense. 
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The Author of Templist Canon @ _Templism_: 3h 

Replying to @euluous 

Sure, a necessary being which created the universe. Suppose it exists. 
You ought to worship the little G gods. 


The nature of a necessary being that created the universe is unknown 
apart from its ability to create. | don't think it is even right to call it a being. 
Worship is... 
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The Author of Templist Canon @ Templism_: 3h 

Replying to @ Templism_and @euluous 

Something you do to a being with power that can bestow gifts, 
punishments. The only gods that are evidenced to do this are those 
empirically observed, i.e all the gods polytheistically. 


Otherwise worshipping a "mere creator" is like worshipping the sun or 
something. 


anj @euluous - 2h 

Replying to @_Templism_ 

In that sense | don't understand why anybody would worship anything 
other than the Sun. 
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The Author of Templist Canon @_Templism_- 2h 

Replying to @euluous 

The sun is just an object, a force of nature. Worshipping it is only a 
psychodrama, it does nothing. Worshipping little G gods, powerful 
ethereal humanoid entities, is a real relationship with effects. 
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anj @euluous - 2h 
Replying to @_Templism_ 
In your tweet you were using it as a metaphor for the creator God. 
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The Author of Templist Canon @ Templism_- 2h 

Replying to @euluous 

It is likewise for that, as a creator God is nothing more than a force of 
nature that creates the universe. The cosmological argument does not 
impart upon it any characteristics of a traditionally understood god, a 
powerful anthropoid spirit. 
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The Author of Templist Canon @ Templism_- 1h 

Replying to @_Templism_ and @euluous 

A god is one thing and this "creator God" is another thing that has the 
same name for some reason. 
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anj @euluous - th 

Replying to @_Templism_ 

Yes. It's important to clarify the two uses. Your first excerpt then means 
"The cosmological argument proves the existence of a Creator God, but 
also permits the existence of created gods". 
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The Author of Templist Canon @_Templism_- 1h 
Replying to @euluous 
Why would you worship the creator god? 
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anj @euluous - th on 
Replying to @ Templism_ 

The answer is in the name. Anything less is an inferior being. 
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The Author of Templist Canon @_Templism_- 1h oe 
Replying to @euluous 

No, a creator creates. This is what cosmological arguments prove, the 
existence of a creator. They prove nothing else. They do not say the 
creator is good, that it cares about you, that it is powerful in any sense 
except in being a creator, that it is capable of answering... 
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The Author of Templist Canon @ Templism_- 1h see 
Replying to @_Templism_and @euluous 

prayers or doing anything other than its act of creation. The gods do 
sometimes care, answer prayers, bestow powers, perform favors, in 
response to worship. As proven by stories repeated through history. 
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anj @euluous - th oe 
Replying to @_Templism_ 

It would be capable of answering prayers if it has the power to create the 
universe. | agree the cosmological argument only proves a limited 
conception of God, although it's capable of teasing out more implications 
than you give it credit for. The added details come from outside. 
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The Author of Templist Canon @_Templism_- 1h 

Replying to @euluous 

This is not a good inference. We do not say that a wrecking ball has the 
ability to configure fiber optics. The ability to "do a big thing" does not 
imply the ability to do any smaller thing. Nothing has a "power level’, it 
just can or can't do certain things. 
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anj @euluous - 1h on 
Replying to @_Templism_ 

God's creation of the universe is closer to configuring fiber optics than a 
wrecking ball. The ability to create something from nothing which is then 
designed implies the ability to intervene within it. It's not a power level it's 
a power apex. 
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The Author of Templist Canon @_Templism_- 1h 

Replying to @euluous 

All designing occurs according to material laws. Cosmological arguments 
concern the first act of creation, of something, and nothing else. They do 
not prove that God made any subsequent intervention to design the 
outcomes of creation. 
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anj @euluous - 1h on 
Replying to @ Templism_ 
Yes. | was arguing about potential not evidence of its actualization. 
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The Author of Templist Canon @_Templism_- 1h ose 
Replying to @euluous 


Then it is not closer to configuring fiber optics, because all such 
configurations happened subsequent to creation according to material 
laws. 
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anj @euluous - 1h one 
Replying to @ Templism_ 

Configurations contingent upon initial conditions. 
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The Author of Templist Canon @_Templism_- 1h 

Replying to @euluous 

Yes. Does the ability to generate contingent configurations imply the 
ability to configure things? It doesn't. 
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anj @euluous - 1h on 
Replying to @ Templism_ 
| don't see how it doesn't. 
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The Author of Templist Canon @ Templism_: 1h one 
Replying to @euluous 

Because generating a contingent configuration is not configuring. It is 
doing something that so happens to lead to configuration. Thus the ability 
to configure is unproven. Or to use an example the machines that build 
your computer are incapable of installing hentai porn on it. 
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anj @euluous - 1h 

Replying to @_Templism_ 

The initial conditions of the universe are a configuration from nothing 
since those conditions could have been different according to numerous 
physical variables. Thus the configuration that happened was selected by 
its cause from a range of other possibilities. 


QO 2 TL v7] lt 17 4 


The Author of Templist Canon @_Templism_- 1h tee 
Replying to @euluous 

Physical variables? It was from nothing was it not? In the beginning there 
is only one variable, to be or not to be. This is the only variable that 
cosmology-God is responsible for. 
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The Author of Templist Canon @_Templism_- 1h see 
Replying to @_Templism_ and @euluous 

But anyway let us suppose you are right. This would prove that God 
predestines everything. It would not prove that he could subsequently 
intervene. Thus there would still be no reason for prayer, worship. It is the 
gods who could answer such prayers. 


O01 a 9 i 8 4 


anj @euluous - 53m vee 
Replying to @_Templism_ 

You're saying the creator of the universe cannot answer prayers but 
beings which the creator of the universe created can answer prayers even 
though they are necessarily less powerful than their creator. How does 
that follow? 
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The Author of Templist Canon @ Templism_: 48m 

Replying to @euluous 

The gods, beings which the creator created, are evidenced to answer 
prayers by empirical sense impressions recorded throughout human 
history. The creator of the universe, a being supposed to exist via 
cosmological argument, is proven only to have created the universe, not 
to... 
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The Author of Templist Canon @ Templism_- 48m 

Replying to @ Templism_ and @euluous 

Answer prayers or anything else. This word "power" is unnecessary and 
causes you confusion. We must simply ask which things the gods can do. 
What can the creator god do? Create. Can he therefore answer prayers for 
what reason? 
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anj @euluous - 46m 

Replying to @_Templism_ 

Because answering prayers and creating the universe are both causal 
choices. 


O14 cm) Qg hy 15 x 


The Author of Templist Canon @_Templism_- 44m 

Replying to @euluous 

A being which can perform a causal choice can therefore perform any 
other causal choice? 
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anj @euluous - 42m 

Replying to @_Templism_ 

A being which can perform the causal choice of creating the universe can 
perform the causal choice of intervening within the universe. Otherwise 
you're compelled to say created beings are more powerful than God 
because they can alter matter & energy while God cannot. 
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The Author of Templist Canon @_Templism_- 40m 

Replying to @euluous 

And the fact that | would be compelled to say that is what, a reductio ad 
absurdum? Are you forgetting the limited definition of "creator God"? This 
would be not at all an outlandish, certainly not a contradictory position. 
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anj @euluous - 36m 

Replying to @_Templism_ 

It's an argument from definitions based upon that "limited definition". It is 
contradictory because you're saying a contingent created being in time 
and space is superior to a necessary uncreated timeless spaceless 
metaphysical spiritual being without those constraints. 
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The Author of Templist Canon @_Templism_- 29m se 
Replying to @euluous 

lam not saying that and I think such terms are unnecessary. Of relevance 
is what specific things each type of being is able to do - can they merely 
create, or also answer prayers, or configure etc. "Power", "superiority" are 
irrelevant categories to that argument, and imprecise. 
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The Author of Templist Canon @_Templism_- 27m on 
Replying to @_Templism_ and @euluous 

But if | did say that it would not be absurd, as the creator god is only 
"superior" causally but not necessarily in any other sense. That is in the 
sense of being "first". It is also superior in the sense of "doing a really big 
thing". | accept that it is both. This does not... 
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The Author of Templist Canon @ Templism_- 27m 

Replying to @ Templism_and @euluous 

Do anything for your argument, does not prove that it has abilities in 
addition to creation. 
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anj @euluous - 25m 

Replying to @_ Templism_ 

This is just pure semantics. I'm saying the power of creation and 
intervention are the same power. Both are causal choices. If it can bring a 
particle into existence from nothing it can also move it in time and space 
as it wills. 
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The Author of Templist Canon @ Templism_- 17m oe 
Replying to @euluous 

You provide no evidence for this and it is obviously not true in any other 
case. | am capable of some causal choices and not others. Everyone and 
everything is capable of some causal effects but not others. Creation and 
intervention are not the same power. One is creation, the... 
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The Author of Templist Canon @ Templism_- 17m 

Replying to @_Templism_ and @euluous 

other intervention. One is creating a particle into existence, another is 
moving a particle. Is creating a particle moving a particle? No. 
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anj @euluous - 15m 

Replying to @_Templism_ 

I disagree. | also think this and most other such metaphysical discussions 
are largely pointless once they reach this level of semantical minutia. 
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The Author of Templist Canon @ Templism_- 14m on 
Replying to @euluous 

The argument now hinges on minutia. You must provide an answer to this 
minute point or leave the argument unanswered, to say that your position 
is baseless by refusing to provide a base for it, because this is where the 
argument has led us. 
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anj @euluous - 4m oe 
Replying to @_Templism_ 

I don't believe in arguing for the sake of it, especially on topics | think are 
as important as this. 
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